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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This communication is a First Action Non-Final on the merits. Claims 1-21 , as 
originally filed, are currently pending and have been considered below. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1, 2, 6, 7, 8, 9-11, 15, and 16-19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Walker et al. (5,794,207) in view of Mangin et al. 
(6,078, 890). 

As per claim 1 , Walker et al. discloses "A system for transacting business 
between a solicitor and a business comprising: 

a server used by a business and being accessible by a solicitor" (col. 8, line 42- 
52 discloses communications between buyers and sellers being conducted using a 
central controller where a buyer who wishes to make a purchase accesses the central 
controller located at a remote server; in the instant case, the buyer is the solicitor as he 
is soliciting the business of sellers accessing the system); 

"and a contract evaluator housed on the server, wherein the contract evaluator 
receives input data from the solicitor and determines at a second stage whether 
the input data as a whole falls within one or more specific pathways of further 
data evaluation" (col. 18, linel 7-26 discloses evaluating the CPO by extracting data 
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from the data input fields to determine the appropriate subject area that CPO would fall 
under, where the appropriate subject area is the specific pathway). 

Walker et al., however, fails to explicitly disclose "determines at a first stage 
whether the input data is complete to receive further evaluation". Mangin et al, 
discloses a method and system for automated health care renewal and quality 
assessment having a stage wherein input data is determined to be complete, (col. 4, 
line 6-1 1 discloses an electronic form determining whether the provider failed to fully 
input all requested data into the form). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the pertinent art 
at the time the invention was made to modify the method and apparatus designed to 
facilitate buyer driven conditional purchase offers of Walker et al. to include the 
electronic form notifying a user of incomplete data input fields as disclosed by Mangin et 
al. in order to facilitate the proper processing of the form and the information associated 
with it. 

Claims 10 and 18 recite equivalent limitations to claim 1 and are therefore 
rejected using the same art and rationale as set forth above. 

As per claim 2, Walker et al. discloses all of the elements of the claimed 
invention but fails to explicitly disclose "if the input data is not complete at the first stage 
then the solicitor is alerted to complete the input data". 

Mangin et al. discloses a method and system for automated health care renewal 
and quality assessment having an alert operable to notify the solicitor to complete the 
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input data (col. 4, line 9-1 1 discloses that an alert is provided to inform the provider of 
the failure to complete all data fields) 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the pertinent art 
at the time the invention was made to modify the method and apparatus designed to 
facilitate buyer driven conditional purchase offers of Walker et al. to include the 
electronic form notifying a user of incomplete data input fields as disclosed by Mangin et 
al in order to facilitate the proper processing of the form and the information associated 
with it. 

Claims 11 and 19 recite equivalent limitations to claim 2 and are, therefore, 
rejected using the same art and rationale as set forth above. 

As per claim 6, Walker et al. further discloses "one or more of the specific 
pathways accepts the input of the solicitor and signals the solicitor that a contract has 
been formed", (col. 18, line 16-17 discloses the central controller extracting data from 
the CPO and col. 19, line 42-45 discloses the seller adding an indication to the CPO 
that the contract is agreed to, where this indication would, inherently, be communicated 
to the solicitor) 

Claim 15 recites equivalent limitations to claim 6 and is, therefore, rejected using 
the same art and rationale as set forth above. 

As per claim7, Walker et al. discloses "one of the one or more specific pathways 
presents the solicitor with a counteroffer" (col. 22, line 40-42 discloses a seller 
responding to a solicitor with a counteroffer). 
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Claim 16 recites equivalent limitations to claim 7 and is, therefore, rejected using 
the same art and rationale as set forth above. 

As per claim 8, Walker et al further discloses "one of the one or more specific 
pathways required manual intervention by a person who evaluates the input data" (col. 
31 , line 4-5 discloses that transaction data can be sent to third party arbiters to settle 
disputes, where the third party arbiter is the human intervention required to complete 
the dispute resolution). 

Claim 17 recites equivalent limitations to claim 8 and is, therefore, rejected using 
the same art and rationale as set forth above. 

As per claim 9, Walker et al. discloses "one of the one or more specific pathways 
signals the solicitor that a contract cannot be formed" (col. 9, line 45-50 discloses that a 
seller may respond to a CPO by sending a counteroffer through the central controller, 
where, by sending the counteroffer, the central controller is notifying the solicitor that the 
contract cannot be formed because the seller did not agree to the original terms of the 
contract). 

4. Claims 3 and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Walker et al. in view of Mangin et al. and further in view of Wolff et al. 
(5,774,887). 

As per claim 3, The Walker et al. and Mangin et al. combination discloses all of 
the elements of the claimed invention but fails to explicitly disclose "the solicitor is 
directed to data that is not complete". 
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Wolff et al. discloses a customer service electronic form generating system 
directing a user to data that is not complete (col. 9, line 14-20 discloses highlighting the 
fields of the form that must be completed by the user). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the pertinent art 
at the time the invention was made to modify the method and apparatus designed to 
facilitate buyer driven conditional purchase offers of the Walker et al. and Mangin et al. 
combination to include the highlighted data fields as taught by Wolff et al. in order to 
ensure that the user understands which data fields must be completed. 

Claim 12 recites equivalent limitations to claim 3 and is, therefore, rejected using 
the same art and rationale as set forth above. 

5. Claims 4, 5, 13, 14, 20, and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Walker et al. in view of Mangin et al. and further in view of Case 
etal. (6,510,418). 

As per claim 4, The Walker et al. and Mangin et al. combination discloses all of 
the elements of the claimed invention but fails to explicitly disclose "each of the one or 
more specific pathways has a prerequisite of a given range of variables". 

Case et al. discloses a method and apparatus for detecting and deterring the 
submission of similar offers in a commerce system having "a prerequisite of a given 
range of variables" (col. 6, line 36-48 discloses unacceptable similarity ranges indicating 
a range for the corresponding term within which similar buyer offers may be rejected, 
where the acceptable range is any value falling outside of the unacceptable similarity 
range). 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the pertinent art 
at the time the invention was made to modify the method and apparatus designed to 
facilitate buyer driven conditional purchase offers of the Walker et al. and Mangin et al. 
combination to include the prerequisite of a given range of variables as taught by Case 
et al. since such would filter out all offers/counteroffers that are unacceptable. 

Claims 13 and 20 recite equivalent limitations to claim 4 and are, therefore, 
rejected using the same art and rationale as set forth above. 

As per claim 5, The Walker et al. and Mangin et al. combination discloses all of 
the elements of the claimed invention but fails to explicitly disclose "a default pathway is 
followed if the input data does not fall within any of the one or more specific pathways" 
(col. 9, line 4-16 discloses that if an offer is determined to fall outside of the acceptable 
offer range then an alternate or default process is followed, where the default process 
could be to reject the offer, charge a surcharge to process the offer, or providing a 
warning, or suspending future privileges of the buyer). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the pertinent art 
at the time the invention was made to modify the method and apparatus designed to 
facilitate buyer driven conditional purchase offers of the Walker et al. and Mangin et al. 
combination to include the default pathway as taught by Case et al. since such would 
deter users from submitting offers that fall outside of an acceptable range. 

Claims 14 and 21 recite equivalent limitations to claim 5 and are, therefore, 
rejected using the same art and rationale as set forth above. 
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Conclusion 

6. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. Benson et al. (7,277,861) discloses an insurance policy and 
renewal method and system. Conklin et al. (6,338,050) discloses a system and method 
for providing and updating user supplied context for a negotiations system. Balson et 
al. (2003/0033240) discloses an integrated electronic exchange of structured contracts 
with dynamic risk-based transaction permissioning. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to CANDICE D. CARTER whose telephone number is 
(571 ) 270-51 05. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday thru Thursday 
7:30am- 6:00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Weiss can be reached on (571) 272-6812. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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/John G. Weiss/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 3629 



